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Chapter  10
The Ethical Dilemmas of 
Social Networking Sites 
in Classroom Contexts
ABSTRACT
This chapter explores five ethical dilemmas associated with using Social Networking Sites (SNS) in class-
rooms. First, do we have the right to colonize or marginalize students’ out of school social networking 
practices in the classroom? Second, should we access students’ out of classroom virtual identities from 
their SNS in a classroom context? Third, should we be engaging students’ social networking in public 
performances of the curriculum? Fourth, are we prepared for recognising and responding to illicit activity 
in SNS? Fifth, do teachers understand the implications of exposing their out of school identities to their 
students who inhabit the same social network? The authors do not dispute that SNS in the classroom 
can be a rich site for learning, but they argue that the concept of ethics as a process of analyzing and 
respecting the other is essential if we are to responsibly engage with SNS in the classroom.
INTRODUCTION
The adoption, adaptation or development of SNS 
for use in classroom (physical and virtual) con-
texts has been comparatively slow to that of other 
digital technologies. This is not surprising because 
unlike many other technologies such as word 
processors, SNS were not developed for what we 
typically understand as production purposes that 
most easily slot into our curriculum and assess-
ment. In addition, because social networking sites 
blur the boundaries between professional/school 
and personal lives, there has been considerable 
caution on the part of teachers and institutions. 
Furthermore, the fact that social networking sites 
have been the subject of considerable media focus 
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in terms of cyberbullying and predatory behaviour 
is a concern. Nevertheless, as this book testifies, 
there is a growing movement in the use of SNS 
in classroom contexts (Snyder, Henderson, & 
Beale, 2012; Wong & Hew, 2010); however, little 
research has been conducted in identifying and 
addressing ethical dilemmas when working with 
children or young people and SNS.
Although much has been written about moral 
panics in relation to Internet safety, privacy, and 
responsibility when using social media in educa-
tional contexts (Green & Hannon, 2007; Merchant, 
2011), the ethical dilemmas we are concerned 
about go beyond these terms. The ethical dilem-
mas when working with children or young people 
(aged between 5 and 17) and social networking 
sites are framed by broader discourses in current 
educational practice. One of these discourses is 
the standards based reforms. Comber and Nixon 
(2009, p. 333) suggested that it ‘now seems impos-
sible to discuss high-quality education without the 
insistence on reporting, standardized curriculum 
and assessment metrics’ and this focus on standards 
based reform has implications for the use of new 
media in the classroom. For instance the reforms 
are closely tied with a resurgent emphasis on the 
importance of students being exposed to literacy 
texts that are recognized as having enduring or 
artistic value does not privilege teachers work-
ing with new media. As a consequence, teachers 
who work in institutions that use standards based 
reforms often find it difficult to find the time to 
investigate the possibilities of integrating SNS in 
the curriculum let alone develop an understand-
ing of the social complexities faced by students 
in these environments.
The moral panic surrounding new media is 
particularly evident in the literature on cyberbul-
lying. For example, Rogers (2010, p. 7) articulated 
cyberbullying as the ‘darker side to this shiny new 
digital world’. Coupled with the increasing nega-
tive press coverage surrounding new media and 
the moral panic associated with cyberbullying, 
there is a need to closely examine the ethical is-
sues associated with social networking sites so that 
students and teachers are given more choice about 
the texts they access in order to meet curriculum 
and broader educational needs. It is important for 
us to be clear that the information in this chapter 
is not meant to scare people from discussing these 
issues, rather we are hoping to construct a space 
in which teachers are empowered to engage with 
the dialogue and implications surrounding the 
ethical dilemmas they encounter in their changing 
professional practice.
Another discourse that is worth considering 
in the context of ethical dilemmas with social 
networking in the classroom is the culture of care. 
From an ethical perspective classrooms are syn-
onymous with the culture of care the teacher brings 
to the classroom. Nias (1999) identifies six aspects 
of the culture of care in a primary classroom. These 
aspects of care are; affectivity, responsibility for 
learners, responsibility for the relationships in 
the school, self-sacrifice, over-conscientiousness 
and identity (Nias, 1999). Although these aspects 
are taken from a primary classroom we would 
argue they provide a strong foundation for the 
exploration of responsible and ethical relations 
across secondary and tertiary learning contexts. 
In coming to understand the ethics of SNS in 
classrooms we also draw on Lévinas (1979) who 
argued that all people depend on more than just 
themselves for life, sustenance, and education and 
we are continuously in an ethical relationship with 
the ‘other’. Although we will use this construct of 
the other to reinforce the ideas of duty of care in 
the teaching profession, we will also outline that 
SNS such as Facebook would not be functional 
without a sense of the other in jointly authored 
and consumed textual practices. For example, the 
texts the students access or bring to class might be 
a montage of authors that include different people 
in different places who have not provided permis-
sion for their texts to be unpacked in a classroom 
environment. Since the teacher has a responsibility 
for how the students relate to each other and other 
people in a classroom environment, teachers need 
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to be responsible for the rights of others in their 
classroom that are not always considered in rela-
tion to the textual practices associated with SNS.
We believe there is a need to consider the 
nexus between the ‘newness’ of information and 
communication technologies (ICT) and how old 
ideas of respect and culture of care for children 
and young people need to be reconstructed around 
new media. This chapter represents a new approach 
to understanding SNS in teaching and learning. 
Although there are research papers focussing 
on the use of SNS in the classroom, authors of 
these papers do not discuss ethical concerns or 
process in the teaching or learning with SNS. 
Consequently, this chapter draws on the authors’ 
extensive experience in teaching with SNS and our 
reading and research of SNS in the classroom to 
provide case studies that help expose the ethical 
dilemmas we face.
ETHICAL ISSUES WHEN USING 
SNS IN A CLASSROOM CONTEXT
Much of this work rests on the understanding that 
both students and teachers have lifeworlds outside 
of school intimately connected with identities, 
complex social practices, and discourse that 
influence how they engage or disengage with 
each other and with texts such as Facebook. The 
understanding of texts is based on the idea that 
they are a set of practices rather than a physical 
artefact, such as a book. Gee, Lankshear and Hull 
(1996) define texts as ‘lived, talked, enacted, 
value and belief laden practices carried out in 
specific places in specific times’ (p. 3). In ap-
plying our understanding of the culture of care, 
the implicit ‘other’, the multiplicity of lifeworlds 
and this broader idea of text, we are faced with 
five broad ethical dilemmas. We have presented 
these dilemmas as questions with a discussion of 
the complexity associated with the introduction 
of social networking in the classroom.
We understand ethics to be a moral choice, 
which means that teachers have to ultimately 
decide on their own response to the dilemmas, 
according to their socio-cultural and professional 
contexts. The following sections are intended to 
help equip readers to make their choice, but also 
to reveal lines of inquiry that need to be pursued 
further to eventually strengthen their confidence 
in such choices.
1. Do Teachers Have the Right to 
Colonize the Classroom with the 
Out of School Social Networking 
Practices of the Students?
Using the construct of funds of knowledge, Moll, 
Amanti, Neff, and Gonzalez (1992) suggested 
that utilizing the home practices of the students 
in the classroom is the cornerstone to successful 
pedagogy. However, by including SNS in the 
classroom context, we are implicitly requiring 
students to draw on their funds of knowledge 
around SNS in order to succeed in the curriculum. 
In this context, the problem centres on the idea 
that engaging with SNS is more than knowing 
what buttons to press, but also understanding of 
why and how you interact in that space, and this 
understanding may vary significantly between 
students and between teachers and students. Con-
sequently, we might be colonizing a classroom 
with ill-matched and poorly understood use of 
SNS that have unintended consequences and is 
an invasion of the out-of-school technological 
practices and identities of students.
Barton and Hamilton (1998) articulated that 
there is an array of complex social practices as-
sociated with reading and writing texts. When a 
student brings in something from home, classroom 
teachers need to be sure about what elements of 
the students’ practices they are happy to share with 
the rest of the class. The use of SNS exacerbates 
this dilemma, especially when engaging with 
SNS that the students are already members of, 
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such as Facebook. For example, when students 
are encouraged to use their Facebook account to 
interact with the teacher or with fellow students, 
they are being asked to behave, converse, share, 
and self-regulate in ways that are different to their 
already established practices and could be harmful 
to their social network identity.
Within schools, studies suggest that students 
used social media primarily to upload photos 
and to keep in touch with friends and they use 
Google and Wikipedia to search for information. 
Researchers noted that few students wrote blogs 
or participated in online forums (e.g., Clark, Lo-
gan, Luckin, Mee, & Oliver, 2009; Luckin et al., 
2009). The majority of students were engaged in 
‘consuming’ rather than ‘producing and publish-
ing’ (Luckin et al., 2009, p. 94), consistent with 
the findings of other studies (e.g., Barron, Walter, 
Martin, & Schatz, 2010; Van den Beemt, Akker-
man, & Simons, 2010) in which social media tools 
were not considered to be learning technologies. 
Young people’s orientations to social media as 
leisure, communication, and informal information-
gathering applications create inherent ‘tensions’ 
in adopting these media for learning purposes 
(Crook et al., 2008, p. 33).
A review of the literature reveals that despite 
students’ familiarity with SNS, they are not expe-
rienced in, or necessarily enthusiastic about, using 
SNS for collaborative curriculum based activity 
(Snyder et al., 2012). For instance, successful col-
laborative work in which individual entries in a 
co-constructed text cannot readily be distinguished 
demands careful thought by educators about the 
social and cultural context of the classroom, which 
in most instances is firmly embedded in a tradition 
of individualized performance and assessment of 
the student’s own texts. In a number of research 
studies on the co-construction of texts it has 
been shown that students were concerned about 
the status of their own entries, specifically when 
they could be modified or removed by others. In 
addressing this concern, several researchers (Mak 
& Coniam, 2008; Pifarre & Fisher, 2011; Wong 
& Hew, 2010) suggested that a staged process in 
which students move from individual or pair work 
to a collective process may be valuable. Although 
this problem and solution may appear to be more 
pedagogic than ethical, the underlying concern 
is that teachers need to understand whether it is 
appropriate, and in what ways, to draw on stu-
dents’ out-of-school practices. Certainly, students’ 
propensity to use co-authored texts from SNS in 
their personal lives is not a sufficient foundation 
to use the technology, no matter the guise of “au-
thenticity.” There is an ethical need to consider 
the ways co-authored texts from the out-of-class 
practices may connect to learning in a classroom 
environment.
Such a view is echoed by (Lankshear & Knobel, 
2011) who identified that students found their 
out of school pursuits ‘engaging’, and undertook 
them freely and enthusiastically. By contrast, 
‘school-based uses of new technologies are often 
experienced as boring’ (Lankshear & Knobel, 
2011, p. 111). Lankshear and Knobel also sug-
gested the difference could be locus of selection 
of purposes mediated by new technologies; these 
are school-selected purposes and self-selected 
purposes. Using this same logic of the locus of 
self selection, we argue that students have the 
right to self-select texts that expose their out of 
school practices to their peers in the classroom. 
Only after teachers have the students’ consent to 
use these texts in the classroom should their out 
of school practices be used to enhance the cur-
riculum. As outlined above, a dialogue between 
teacher and student is essential for the students to 
articulate their position and an ongoing dialogue 
with the teacher guarantees the students can revoke 
this right at any time. For young students we also 
need to recognize that parents should be included 
in this dialogue. We also need to consider the 
implications if the student or their parent decides 
that they will not participate in the SNS. The dis-
courses of respect, as indicated by Nias (1999), 
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is not constrained to the classroom but includes 
the practices the students inhabit outside of the 
classroom mediated on the SNS.
2. What are the Ethical 
Considerations Associated with 
Accessing the Students’ out 
of Classroom Virtual Identities 
in a Classroom Context?
Teachers should unpack whether it is ethical to 
participate in, or expect access to their students’ 
identities that they use in their SNS as part of 
their learning process in the classroom. Teach-
ers might be interested in the content of the texts 
that students are exploring on SNS, which Gee 
(1996) would refer to the ‘discourse’ of the text. 
To share this discourse with the class, however, 
the students might also be sharing their virtual 
identities, avatars, or images associated with their 
participation on-line. According to Gee (1996) 
the identities, practices, and values that are as-
sociated with the text would be their ‘Discourse’. 
Teachers need to ensure that students want their 
virtual identities and networks made public in a 
classroom context before they embark on such 
sharing. It cannot and should not be assumed that 
all students in a classroom are already connected 
on an online social network. The inclusion of 
SNS in the classroom, especially sites that some 
students are members, risks exposing elements 
of their out-of-school identities, values, actions, 
beliefs and potentially exposing their extended 
network of friends to teachers and fellow students 
who may not otherwise have been ‘friended’. The 
use of SNS in the classroom means that teachers 
need to extend Nias’s (1999) construct of care, 
with reference to being responsible for the rela-
tionships in the school. Teachers using SNS are 
responsible for relationships with students and 
‘friends’ outside of school mediated in the digital 
environment.
The use of SNS exposes teachers and students 
to potentially significant ethical risks, particularly 
in relation to care of relationships, and care of 
identities (Webber & Mitchell, 1999) which are 
qualitatively and quantitatively different to the 
risks of other forms of informal interactivity. This 
is due to two key factors. First, unlike informal 
offline discussions, SNS interactions create per-
sistent records that may be accessed and searched 
by others. This means that SNS interactions may 
be subject to a higher level of scrutiny than other 
forms of interaction. Second, the combination 
of the instantaneous nature of the communica-
tions and their location independence mean that 
communications have a high level of immediacy 
and intimacy. In other words, the very purpose 
of SNS, which is to lower the barriers to social 
communications, creates risks associated with 
uninhibited communications. Underpinning these 
risk factors is the extent to which SNS interactions 
blur the boundaries between private and public 
communications and identities as outlined below.
When students do give consent for their images, 
texts and identities to be used in the classroom, 
teachers should be aware that this consent might 
need to be renegotiated at regular intervals. Al-
though students need to be informed that once 
they have given consent, their private information 
may not be private or deleted, however the teach-
ers should outline the steps they take to remove 
this data from the servers on which they placed it.
3. What are the Ethics of Engaging 
Students in Public Performance 
of Curriculum and their Lives?
When teachers ask students to tweet, blog, post, 
share, or co-construct their texts with the rest of 
the class, they have an ethical responsibility. How 
do we protect anonymity, or do we need to? Whose 
responsibility is it to educate risk management 
(e.g. identity management) in public forums?
In an increasingly digitally recorded, net-
worked, and searchable world how can we promise 
students that their digital footprint (online con-
versations, interactions, personal details) will be 
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confined to the classroom context? A significant 
feature of online technologies is that they reify par-
ticipation and that such reifications are persistent 
over time. This is made all the more problematic 
as data once thought secure, of limited access, 
or unsearchable becomes part of what has been 
termed the “dataverse” (International Council on 
Human Rights Policy, 2011, p. i).
Information that was once thought private, such 
as emails or non-searchable such as pre-digital 
texts, are at risk of being made public at a later 
date. The 2003 public release of Enron’s email 
database of over 1 million emails by 176 named 
former employees highlights the transience of 
what is considered private (Eynon, Fry, & Schro-
eder, 2008). Another example can be found in the 
archiving of many thousands of posts to bulletin 
boards, an early version of discussion forums, from 
the 1980s. The texts from these bulletin boards 
are now searchable and users are traceable by 
searching across bulletin boards, however, these 
features were not available on the original bul-
letin boards. A more recent notable social media 
example occurred when Google implemented a 
social media application called Buzz (a precur-
sor to Google+) that put Gmail users frequently 
contacted people into a personalized network 
(Ortutay, 2010). Google wanted to offer users a 
hybrid experience of social networking and mi-
croblogging, however they had not realized that 
their users may not want their contacts to actually 
be able to see each other. As Rainie and Wellman 
(2012) noted: “all hell broke loose. People in 
discreet multiple love relationships were outed; 
psychiatric care relationships became visible.” (p. 
36). Despite Google changing Buzz a few days 
later to make it optional for users, the damage had 
already been done, many users were adversely 
affected, and Google had to pay $8.5 million 
to settle a class action lawsuit and the company 
had to agree to independent privacy audits for 
the following 20 years. Thus, it is important to 
consider that online data thought to be private or 
reasonably limited in accessibility can very easily 
become public. Although teachers cannot predict 
the future, they do need to be aware of the risk 
that content, personal details, and entire networks 
may become public.
Linked with this issue is the (in)ability of people 
to actually manage their data in social media sites. 
For instance, in 2008 one of the authors noted that 
while anybody could close their profile on Face-
book and delete their data, some of their content 
may remain on other peoples’ profile ‘walls’ or 
be publically accessible. This lack of control over 
one’s own data in SNS is poorly understood but 
has considerable implications for privacy (Mayer-
Schönberger, 2009) and even led the European 
Commission to a call for the right to be forgotten 
(Weber, 2011). The reification of the individual 
by digital media archives and search functions 
brings with it ethical challenges in determining 
if, when and how teachers can apply SNS to their 
classroom contexts.
The agency of technology necessarily adds 
another dimension, and in the case of social 
media, an immensely complex dimension, to the 
way we can regulate the information about our-
selves. For instance, Facebook initially assumed 
that users would want to publish the same story 
about ourselves to all of our ‘friends’, thus reduc-
ing our ability to express our multiple identities. 
A more disturbing example is the way in which 
social media may share content about someone 
without their knowledge. Sometimes this is a re-
sult of individuals not exploring the full privacy 
options of a social media site (in which case it 
makes it difficult to claim implied consent), but 
at other times it is due to loopholes in the system 
(e.g., see Raynes-Goldie, 2010 for a description 
of Facebook users accessing photo albums of 
people for whom they were not ‘friends’). Such 
practices have implications for teachers who are 
in situations where they provide duty of care not 
just for the students in their class but also to the 
ethic of responsibility to the other. In this case the 
other will include those relationships the students 
have across the social networks.
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The role of SNS that record, trace, connect, 
and publish with a degree of autonomy from 
that of the individual whose information is being 
used has led the International Council on Human 
Rights Policy to note, “Today, the ‘private man’ 
is a public entity... that he controls only partly” 
(International Council on Human Rights Policy, 
2011, p. 65). This is further evidenced in our own 
research involving young people and SNS. It was 
observed that research participants ‘tagging’ of 
friends in photos, automatic feeds from friends 
gaming and other activities, and comments from 
friends’ friends, created data-rich profiles of those 
people largely independent of their knowledge or 
control (de Zwart, Lindsay, Henderson, & Phillips, 
2011). While the ‘tagging’ was created by the 
research participants, the profile is arguably the 
personal data of the individual in question. What 
is our ethical response to the reaping of personal 
information of people not in our classroom and 
who have not given us consent?
4. How Will Teachers Recognize 
and Respond to Illicit Activity 
Associated with SNS?
Teaching with SNS in classroom contexts offers 
the opportunity to bring outside, and arguably, 
authentic and meaningful texts, discourses, and 
practices into the classroom. In addition, there are 
increasing possibilities of interacting in new ways 
with wider networks beyond the typical context of 
the classroom, i.e., space, time, people, and cur-
riculum. With these practices there also comes a 
risk. In addition to the risks previously described, 
there are also risks (or opportunities) to engage in, 
observe, or become informed about behaviour that 
is illegal, amoral, immoral, or otherwise illicit.
In these situations, teachers have the ethical 
dilemma of deciding if, when, and how they 
should intervene, and whether they should deal 
directly with the students or if they should report 
the activity to someone else. This ethical dilemma 
is particularly complex because it is not always 
easy to identify the actors (perpetrators, victims, 
regulatory or reporting bodies) or even the illicit 
nature of the activity itself. Interventions can also 
be particularly problematic when students/others 
use pseudonyms and the educators’ access to the 
students/others is primarily through the socially 
mediated and potentially semi-public communica-
tion of the social media.
For instance, one of the authors has conducted 
research on risks involving children using SNS (de 
Zwart et al., 2011). In cases in which cyberbullying 
is observed or reported, most researchers would 
agree that intervention is appropriate. However, 
because cyberbullying does not just include abu-
sive language and threats, but can take more subtle 
forms such as pretending to be someone else and 
even excluding others online, the reality is much 
more difficult (Cybersmart, 2012). If a student 
is observed to exclude other peers regularly from 
their social network interactions, it is difficult 
for a teacher to understand if this behaviour is a 
part of a subtle form of bullying. Some, if not the 
majority of teachers, may not recognize subtle 
forms of cyberbullying.
Another example concerns the use of a picture 
of a movie star or a cartoon character as a social 
media avatar. Is this behaviour illicit? Although 
the likelihood of being sued may not be very high, 
these behaviours could represent identity theft and 
breach of copyright, however and it is possible that, 
even if they did recognize them as illicit, many 
teachers would dismiss these concerns, potentially 
even treating the process as a positive expression 
of identity (Henderson, De Zwart, Lindsay, & 
Phillips, 2010). Another example is fan fiction 
sites in which participants discuss and create new 
stories for their favourite series, such as Harry 
Potter. Such activities are encouraged by literacy 
educators, but there have been successful cases 
by some publishers in claiming fan fiction and 
similar sites infringe on their copyright (Henderson 
et al., 2010). Thus, in some cases, what appears 
to be an innovative pedagogy could be inherently 
illegal. Although creating fan fiction or derivatives 
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has been a classroom strategy for decades if not 
longer (e.g. the authors remember being asked 
to re-write alternative endings for famous novels 
as part of their secondary schooling), the issue 
concerns the online publishing of the material, 
and consequently, the extent of the readership and 
the use of the material in a derivative or satirical 
form (the latter being more defensible). Social 
media that allows the joint creation and editing 
of texts (such as in a wiki) also raises the issue 
of identifying the perpetrator. If someone only 
edits the grammar are they participating in the 
illicit activity? The joint design, production, and 
distribution of socially networked texts makes 
authorship problematic enough without consid-
ering who is accountable for illicit activities that 
may be communally embedded in these texts as 
they evolve.
The changing nature of social media and the 
evolving legislation is a rich source of learning 
for teachers and students. Students might engage 
in dialogue with policy makers and department 
officials to identify what is illicit activity as a way 
to stimulate and inform the broader conversation 
around morals and respect in the context of social 
media. By supporting these conversations about 
illegal activity the students are more informed 
about the choices they are making with SNS 
outside of the school context.
5. How Will Teachers Negotiate 
the Practices of Exposing 
their Out of School Identities 
to their Students who Inhabit 
the Same Social Network?
Discussions of ethics often focus on the student as 
the potential victim of a power imbalance (Carr, 
2000). However, social networking applications 
equally expose teachers’ out-of-school identities, 
and their networks to a greater degree of scrutiny 
by their students, colleagues, and school com-
munities. An obvious answer to this problem is 
for teachers to choose to only engage with social 
networking applications that offer a degree of 
privacy and control. However, this is not always 
feasible, nor is it necessarily desirable, reducing 
the authentic context to a staged pretext. Another 
strategy is for teachers to create a SNS profile 
specifically for their professional work. While this 
resolves some immediate concerns it continues to 
carry several risks including accessing and sharing 
student profiles (see dilemmas 2 and 3) which is 
further exacerbated by the way in which ‘friended’ 
students may be able to access students from 
other classes, years and alumni. Another caution 
regarding the use of a separate profile is that over 
time the profile will leave a footprint of interac-
tions with other students, patterns of behaviour, 
even details about time of posts, location of posts, 
shared images, and biographical details (e.g. past 
employment, education, etc.). A designed feature 
of SNS is to facilitate and even prompt you to share 
details about your life (past and present) and to 
comment on the lives of others. A professional SNS 
profile is a potentially valuable strategy but it still 
requires considerable thought and considerable 
maintenance (e.g. removing “friended” students 
at the end of each year, cleaning out histories of 
interactions including photos, etc.).
Teachers need to consider what the implica-
tions are for co-inhabiting spaces that are designed 
to connect people and share information. The 
two most obvious ethical concerns of SNS co-
habitation are (a) teachers sharing their private 
(out-of-school) identities and practices in their 
profiles with their students that might not be 
congruent with the expectations placed on them 
as professionals, and (b) students actively seek-
ing contact with teachers on the networks and, in 
doing so, build a profile of the teachers that may 
be incongruent with expectations, or even place 
the teacher in a compromising position. These 
ethical concerns are valid both in and out of SNS, 
however, the unique characteristics of social media 
such as anonymity of the browser, persistence of 
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data including histories of social interactions, 
and simplicity of searching across networks have 
increased the potential risk for teachers
The ethics of co-inhabiting SNS are intimately 
connected to, but not delimited by, the codification 
of expectations of teachers’ actions in the form of 
‘codes of conduct’ or ‘codes of ethics’ produced 
by teacher regulatory bodies. In Australia, the 
Victorian regulatory body for teachers stated that 
their code of conduct “identifies a set of principles, 
which describe the professional conduct, personal 
conduct and professional competence expected of 
a teacher by their colleagues and the community” 
(Victorian Institute of Teaching, 2007). The justi-
fication of this blurring of the private and public 
boundary is often not stated but can be implied 
to be based on an understanding that teachers 
significantly influence the worldview and moral 
development of their students through what they 
teach, how they teach and the example they set 
(see Osguthorpe, 2008 for a discussion of teach-
ers and why they should be moral of character).
As part the dilemma of inhabiting the same 
network, teachers might need to consider how they 
will negotiate students who stalk them online. 
In research conducted by one of the authors on 
legal risks and social networking, we found that 
it was not unusual for students to actively search 
for information about their teachers, including 
their profiles in online social spaces (de Zwart et 
al., 2011). For instance a Year 8 student said: “I 
like, stalk them on Facebook. You ‘search’ them 
and you can see their picture and their friends” 
(de Zwart, Henderson, Phillips, & Lindsay, 2010, 
p. 321). On further questioning the Year 8 student 
clarified that the teacher had not included the 
student as a ‘friend’ in Facebook. Presumably, 
if they not only co-inhabited the same SNS, but 
also were ‘friended’ then the degree of scrutiny 
would be increased.
A dilemma arises when the regulatory codes of 
conduct meet emerging technologies that redefine 
heretofore well-established boundaries between 
private and public, personal and professional/
student, and even leisure and school/work. It 
seems that a common approach taken by teacher 
regulatory bodies in Australia and internation-
ally is to provide teachers with codes of conduct 
relating to interacting with students, including 
a general censure in terms of communicating 
outside of school without an appropriate reason. 
For instance, the Victorian Institute of Teachers 
states: “A professional relationship will be violated 
if a teacher… holds conversations of a personal 
nature, or has contact with a student via written 
or electronic means including email, letters, tele-
phone, text messages or chat lines, without a valid 
context” and that “a professional relationship may 
be compromised if a teacher… attends parties or 
socializes with students” (Victorian Institute of 
Teaching, 2007, p. 3). Clearly, due to the way SNS 
are inherently designed to encourage disclosure 
and facilitate social connectivity, this censure on 
‘personal’ means that any teacher and student 
communication via SNS becomes immediately 
in question (de Zwart et al., 2010). For instance, 
Facebook encourages users to share information 
about their own friendship network, personal 
likes, and facilitates communication between 
friendship networks.
Whether teachers are using SNS for personal 
or professional (i.e., to enable teaching and learn-
ing) reasons there is a risk of public scrutiny 
of their profiles, including students observing 
aspects of what may be considered private lives. 
Furthermore, the definition of communication 
becomes problematic in this regard since social 
networking applications are usually historical, 
providing archives of activity that in effect are 
being communicated to students by the simple 
measure of allowing student access to their profile.
This situation has been further complicated 
by a series of reported examples of inappropriate 
communications on SNS between teachers and stu-
dents in Queensland (Chilcott, 2009) and Western 
Australia (DeCeglie, 2009) with approximately 18 
cases investigated in these two states in 12 months. 
Consequently, Queensland College of Teachers in 
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Australia responded by stipulating that teachers 
“must not use internet social networks such as 
Face Book, My Space or YouTube to contact or 
access present students enrolled in any school or 
institute.” (Department of Education and Training 
(Qld.), 2009). This is regardless of the purpose of 
the contact. Although the position of these depart-
ments has and will shift over time, it is valuable 
here to note the moral panic, of such reactions. 
The obvious consequence is that teachers shy 
away from engaging with social network tech-
nology even when departmental policy changes. 
This also reinforces the neoliberalist discourses 
outlined at the start of this paper that positions 
accountability as an individual construct. Neolib-
eralist agendas present an over-simplification and 
narrowing of what counts as education, that tends 
to be individualistic (Lingard & Gale, 2007), and 
this has implications for teachers using SNS in 
the classroom.
DISCUSSION AND IMPLICATIONS
In the above section we have outlined some 
complex ethical issues associated with the use of 
SNS in a classroom context. The ethical dilem-
mas have intersected with teacher practices with 
respect to the texts, identities, spaces and activities 
they use in their teaching. In this section we will 
explore two possible approaches to negotiating 
the ethical dilemmas in a classroom, one based 
on virtues and the other based on negotiating a 
respect for the other. We will develop an argument 
for the latter. As we outline these approaches, we 
are cognisant of the multiple demands placed on 
teachers and we are respectful of their work. As 
we have pointed out early on in this chapter we 
recognize teachers are often reconciling tensions 
between institutional agendas and local relation-
ships with their students. The manner in which 
teachers approach the ethical dilemmas of SNS 
could be reflective of the tensions in their work.
The first approach that might be taken in 
schools towards these ethical dilemmas is one 
of virtues. Hooft (2006) suggested that virtues 
serve to promote understanding and using what 
we know to assimilate things into our personal 
cognitive schemas. If we reflect on the ideas of 
standards based reforms, a set of virtues or codes 
of conduct have a strong fit in this reform move-
ment in that the texts are created for teachers to 
follow to improve their practice. Any teacher with 
a list of rules or practices governing the use of 
ICT in the classroom is most probably following 
a set of virtues. In the same way that they appro-
priate knowledge from the curriculum, students 
are expected to follow the practices outlined in 
the virtues for safe and respectful use of ICT in 
the classroom.
Our approach to SNS in schools is one that 
problematizes the virtues approach to ethics. For 
a start, virtues do not adequately explain how the 
other person might perceive our actions and prac-
tices. What we think is okay in social networking, 
for example, copying data from a discussion board 
and using it in an assignment, might be difficult 
to justify without an understanding of what the 
author thinks about the text being used for this 
new purpose. Levinas and Nemo (1985) argued 
that we need to see the world from ‘the face of 
the other’ so we have a much better idea of how to 
enact respectful ethical practices across a variety 
of social contexts. This is different from trying to 
follow a set of principles that demonstrate ethical 
behavior as the focus is on our own actions and 
practices with respect to the principles rather than 
how others perceive our actions.
Although we have discussed codes of conduct 
with respect to the teaching profession we also 
acknowledge that many teachers and students 
will be asked to follow codes of conduct when 
using technology at school. It is commonplace 
for teachers and students to sign off on a code 
of conduct when granted access to the networks 
or school resources. In respect to SNS we would 
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suggest there is a good reason for teacher and 
students to consider other complexities that might 
not be covered in the code of conduct in a school. 
At a conceptual level Davies (2008) has identi-
fied where codes of ethical conduct are useful in 
professions:
Codes of Ethics have greater validity for orga-
nizations claiming to be professional when there 
is a single form of activity, one basic qualifica-
tion, where there is mainly one type of work, and 
where the activity is already strongly organized 
and formally registered. (Davies, 2008, p. 432)
As we have pointed out, the practices as-
sociated with SNS are not based on one kind of 
activity that is strongly organized and formally 
registered. Take for example the discussion on 
illicit activity with SNS. There is often confusion 
amongst policy makers about what is legal and 
what is illegal with respect to social networking. 
The need to respect the others in a social network 
would be better understood by a focus on how 
others perceive our actions rather than how well 
we stick to a code of ethical conduct.
We would not want teachers and students to 
simply measure their practices against a set of vir-
tues when using SNS in the classroom. Levinas and 
Nemo (1985, p. 90) stated that ‘Justice, exercised 
through institutions, which are inevitable, must 
always be held in check by the initial interpersonal 
relation.’ Teachers would do well to model the 
process of asking the other (in this case their stu-
dents) to use their intellectual property in teaching 
and when issues arise with social networking they 
could reflect on where their communication has 
broken down. Thus, rather than approach ethics as 
a set of virtues or principles, teachers and students 
could negotiate the complex practices associated 
with social networking using ethics as a process 
of analysing and respecting the other.
There are several implications for taking this 
approach in the classroom based on respecting the 
other and identifying how the other perceives our 
actions. Firstly we recognize and problematize the 
professionalism of teachers as they negotiate the 
variety of contexts, texts, practices and identities 
embedded in the SNS. Their professionalism will 
seek answers to issues about private and public 
ownership of texts as we have discussed above 
and finding answers through a negotiated practice 
with the face of the other. An important part of this 
professionalism will be the collaboration between 
teachers as they search for new ways to innovate 
in this environment. The second implication is 
that teachers will encounter multiple identities 
of the students as they work through the owner-
ship, authorship, and permissions of the socially 
mediated texts. By taking a focus on the other, 
the teachers can uphold the rights of the virtual 
and real identities they encounter through social 
networking in and out of the classroom. The third 
implication is that teachers will have an approach 
that is not dependent on the proximity of the 
other. Respecting the other works just as well for 
relationships between teacher and students and 
with students and friends of students on a SNS. 
As Levinas and Nemo (1985, p.90) articulate that 
‘Proximity does not revert to this intentionality; 
in particular it does not revert to the fact that the 
Other is known to me.’ Teachers can model how 
to respect the other even if they are not known 
to the students or the teacher. An example would 
be to work though some cyberbullying scenarios 
to identify how the other must be feeling. Even 
before the opportunities of engaging in discipline 
knowledge with social media is considered, there 
is a strong justification for introducing social 
networking in a classroom context to learn about 
respect for unknown others in the world.
CONCLUSION
In this chapter we have advocated that ethical 
dilemmas associated with SNS in the classroom 
require a professional practice that might not be 
adequately addressed if teachers simply follow 
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the codes of conduct endorsed by their school or 
institution. We suggest when teachers and stu-
dents should consider how others perceive their 
practices and actions with SNS to guide their 
innovation in the classroom. We have offered di-
lemmas surrounding ownership, use, and arching 
of texts and images by teachers as they introduce 
SNS in schools. Given the unfolding legislation 
in this area, we have also considered instances 
in which teachers might need to think carefully 
about sharing their out of school practices with 
students on SNS. Although we argue that students’ 
choice about sharing texts should be respected, we 
also subscribe to the notion that we can engage 
in dialogue with students about those choices. 
There are productive professional conversations 
with teaching colleagues to be had about the chal-
lenge of making connections between pedagogy, 
curriculum and SNS. To this end the following set 
of questions, derived from the ethical dilemmas 
above, may be useful for teachers and researchers 
when exploring the ethical dimension of working 
with students and SNS.
1.  What right do I have to invade the students’ 
SNS and use this in my research and/or 
classroom practice?
2.  Have I considered the multiple student 
identities and did I get permission from 
their virtual identity to use their work in my 
research and/or classroom practice?
3.  Have I considered the implications of the 
public performance of curriculum and/or 
research for the student?
4.  How will I negotiate any illicit activity as-
sociated with the student’s use of SNS?
5.  Am I prepared for the inhabitation of my 
SNS by students as a reciprocal response 
to my teaching and/or research activity?
Merchant (2011) suggested that effective use 
of SNS in a classroom context will involve learn-
ing from, about, and with SNS so teachers have a 
better understanding of the practices associated 
with these texts. We argue that underpinning these 
practices are a set of ontological approaches that 
are motivated by respecting the other. Where 
teachers foster a dialogue amongst students and 
between teacher and student, they will have a 
strong foundation in their planning for SNS in 
their classrooms. Teachers would also benefit 
from exploring design and agentic features of SNS 
as an integral part of their classroom practice so 
they are more informed about the ethical issues 
they may face when using such texts.
To learn from, with and about SNS teachers 
and students will need access to them. While 
one approach to SNS in the classroom would 
be to provide access to SNS that is restricted to 
the classroom or does not offer public consump-
tion or wider networks. However, this response 
found throughout educational policy, of building 
walled gardens that have the shape but none of 
the authenticity, purpose, thrill, or complexity of 
the SNS that the students have chosen to inhabit 
outside of school. In addition, education built 
services are often lacking in functions, usability, 
and flexibility expected in networking solutions 
that are the norm in out of school SNS. Within 
these walled gardens students cannot engage in 
the ethical dilemmas associated with SNS that will 
be a part of the full participation of their future 
public and private lives. If we respect the face of 
the other, in this case, teachers, we cannot expect 
their students to engage in critical thinking about 
their everyday practices with SNS if they are 
not provided with a space to explore the ethical 
dilemmas in a classroom context.
REFERENCES
Barron, B., Walter, S., Martin, C., & Schatz, C. 
(2010). Predictors of creative computing partici-
pation and profiles of experience in two Silicon 
Valley middle schools. Computers & Education, 
54, 178–189. doi:10.1016/j.compedu.2009.07.017
204
The Ethical Dilemmas of Social Networking Sites in Classroom Contexts
Barton, D., & Hamilton, M. (1998). Understand-
ing literacy as social practice. In D. Barton, & M. 
Hamilton (Eds.), Local literacies: Reading and 
writing in one community (pp. 3–32). London: 
Routledge.
Carr, D. (2000). Professionalism and ethics in 
teaching. London: Routledge.
Chilcott, T. (2009, October 23). Teachers 
banned from contacting students on social 
networking sites. The Courier Mail. Retrieved 
from http://www.news.com.au/couriermail/
story/0,23739,26252141-952,00.html
Clark, W., Logan, K., Luckin, R., Mee, A., & 
Oliver, M. (2009). Beyond web 2.0: Mapping the 
technology landscapes of young learners. Jour-
nal of Computer Assisted Learning, 25, 56–69. 
doi:10.1111/j.1365-2729.2008.00305.x
Comber, B., & Nixon, H. (2009). Teachers’ work 
and pedagogy in an era of accountability. Discourse 
Studies in the Cultural Politics of Education, 30(3), 
333–345. doi:10.1080/01596300903037069
Crook, C., Fisher, T., Graber, R., Harrison, C., 
Lewin, C., Logan, C., & Sharples, M. (2008). 
Web 2.0 technologies for learning: The current 
landscape - Opportunities, challenges and ten-
sions. Coventry, UK: BECTA Research Report.
Cybersmart. (2012). Cyberbullying. Retrieved 
19th Oct, 2012, from http://www.cybersmart.
gov.au/teens/how%20do%20I%20deal%20with/
cyberbullying.aspx
Davies, A. (2008). Ethics, professionalism, rights 
and codes. In E. Shohamy & N. H. Hornberger 
(Eds.), Encyclopedia of language and educa-
tion (2nd ed.), (Vol. 7, pp. 429-443). New York: 
Springer Science +Business Media LLC.
de Zwart, M., Henderson, M., Phillips, M., & 
Lindsay, D. (2010). ‘I like, stalk them on Face-
book’: Teachers’ ‘privacy’ and the risks of social 
networking sites. Paper presented at the Technol-
ogy and Society (ISTAS), 2010 IEEE International 
Symposium. Brisbane, Australia.
de Zwart, M., Lindsay, D., Henderson, M., & Phil-
lips, M. (2011). Teenagers, legal risks and social 
networking sites. Melbourne: Monash University.
DeCeglie, A. (2009, 21 November). Teach-
ers warned off online Facebook contact 
with students. The Sunday Times. Retrieved 
from http://www.news.com.au/perthnow/sto-
ry/0,21598,26382199-948,00.html
Department of Education and Training. (Qld.). 
(2009). Code of conduct. Retrieved 3rd December, 
2009, from http://education.qld.gov.au/corporate/
codeofconduct/respect_for_persons.html
Eynon, R., Fry, J., & Schroeder, R. (2008). The 
ethics of Internet research. In G. Blank, N. G. 
Fielding, & R. M. Lee (Eds.), The SAGE Hand-
book of Online Research Methods (pp. 23–41). 
London: Sage. doi:10.4135/9780857020055.n2
Gee, J. P. (1996). Social linguistics and literacies: 
Ideology in discourses (2nd ed.). London: Taylor 
& Francis.
Gee, J. P., Lankshear, C., & Hull, G. (1996). 
The new work order: behind the language of the 
new capitalism. St. Leonards, Australia: Allen 
& Unwin.
Green, H., & Hannon, C. (2007). Their space: 
Education for a digital generation. Retrieved 31 
October 2012, from http://www.demos.co.uk/
files/Their%20space%20-%20web.pdf
205
The Ethical Dilemmas of Social Networking Sites in Classroom Contexts
Henderson, M., De Zwart, M., Lindsay, D. F., & 
Phillips, M. (2010). Legal risks for students using 
social networking sites. Australian Educational 
Computing, 25(1), 3–7.
Hooft, S. V. (2006). Understanding virtue ethics. 
Chesham, UK: Acumen.
International Council on Human Rights Policy. 
(2011). Navigating the dataverse: Privacy, 
technology, human rights. Geneva, Switzerland: 
Author.
Lankshear, C., & Knobel, M. (2011). New litera-
cies: Everyday practices and classroom learning 
(3rd ed.). Maidenhead, UK: Open University Press.
Lévinas, E. (1979). Totality and infinity: An es-
say on exteriority. Dordrecht, The Netherlands: 
Kluwer Academic Publishers. doi:10.1007/978-
94-009-9342-6
Lévinas, E., & Nemo, P. (1985). Ethics and infin-
ity. Pittsburgh, PA: Duquesne University Press.
Lingard, G., & Gale, T. (2007). The emer-
gent structure of feeling: What does it mean 
for critical educational studies and research? 
Critical Studies in Education, 48(1), 1–23. 
doi:10.1080/17508480601131456
Luckin, R., Clark, W., Graber, R., Logan, K., 
Mee, A., & Oliver, M. (2009). Do web 2.0 tools 
really open the door to learning? Practices, per-
ceptions and profiles of 11-16-year-old students. 
Learning, Media and Technology, 34(2), 87–104. 
doi:10.1080/17439880902921949
Mak, B., & Coniam, D. (2008). Using wikis to en-
hance and develop writing skills among secondary 
school students in Hong Kong. System, 437–455. 
doi:10.1016/j.system.2008.02.004
Mayer-Schönberger, V. (2009). Delete: The virtue 
of forgetting in the digital age. Princeton, NJ: 
Princeton University Press.
Merchant, G. (2011). Unravelling the social net-
work: theory and research. Learning, Media and 
Technology, 37(1), 4–19. doi:10.1080/17439884
.2011.567992
Nias, J. (1999). Primary teaching as a cul-
ture of care. In J. Prosser (Ed.), School cul-
ture (pp. 66–81). London: Paul Chapman. 
doi:10.4135/9781446219362.n5
Ortutay, B. (2010). Google tweaks Buzz social 
hub after privacy woes. Howtorouter. Retrieved 
from http://howtorouter.com/main.v00/index.
php?option=com_content&view=article&id=
272:googletweaks&catid=4:businessnews&Ite
mid=22
Osguthorpe, R. D. (2008). On the reasons we want 
teachers of good disposition and moral character. 
Journal of Teacher Education and Training, 59(4), 
288–299. doi:10.1177/0022487108321377
Pifarre, M., & Fisher, R. (2011). Breaking up the 
writing process: How wikis can support under-
standing the composition and revision strategies 
of young writers. Language and Education, 25(5), 
451–466. doi:10.1080/09500782.2011.585240
Rainie, L., & Wellman, B. (2012). Networked: 
The new social operating system. Cambridge, 
MA: MIT Press.
Raynes-Goldie, K. (2010). Aliases, creeping, and 
wall cleaning: Understanding privacy in the age 
of Facebook. First Monday, 15(1). doi:10.5210/
fm.v15i1.2775
Rogers, V. (2010). Cyberbullying activities to help 
children and teens to stay safe in a texting, twitter-
ing, social networking world. Retrieved from http://
ezproxy.lib.monash.edu.au/login?url=http://
www.MONASH.eblib.com.AU/EBLWeb/patron/
?target=patron&extendedid=P_677719_0
206
The Ethical Dilemmas of Social Networking Sites in Classroom Contexts
Snyder, I., Henderson, M., & Beale, D. (2012). 
Social media for social learning: A horizon 
scan. Melbourne: Faculty of Education, Monash 
University.
Van den Beemt, A., Akkerman, S., & Simons, P. 
(2010). Pathways in interactive media practices 
among youths. Learning, Media and Technol-
ogy, 35(4), 419–434. doi:10.1080/17439884.20
10.531395
Victorian Institute of Teaching. (2007). Victorian 
teaching profession code of conduct. Retrieved 
from http://www.vit.vic.edu.au/conduct/victori-
an-teaching-profession-code-of-conduct/Pages/
ReadtheCode.aspx
Webber, S., & Mitchell, C. (1999). Teacher iden-
tity in popular culture. In J. Prosser (Ed.), School 
culture (pp. 145–160). London: Paul Chapman. 
doi:10.4135/9781446219362.n11
Weber, R. H. (2011). The right to be forgotten: 
More than a pandora’s box? JIPITEC, 2(2), 
120–130.
Wong, R., & Hew, K. (2010). The impact of blog-
ging and scaffolding on primary school pupils’ nar-
rative writing: A case study. International Journal 
of Web-Based Learning and Teaching Technolo-
gies, 5(2), 1–17. doi:10.4018/jwltt.2010040101
ADDITIONAL READING
ACMA (Australian Communications and Media 
Authority). (2009). Click and connect: Young Aus-
tralians’ use of online social media (quantitative 
report). Canberra, Melbourne, Sydney: Australian 
Communications and Media Authority.
Al-Deen. Hana S. Noor, & Hendricks, John Allen 
(Eds.). (2012). Social media: usage and impact. 
Lanham, Md.: Lexington Books.
Alter, A. (2012). The Weird World of Fan Fiction. 
The Wall Street Journal, 14 June 2012. Retrieved 
from http://online.wsj.com/
Barnes, S. B. (2012). Socializing the classroom: 
social networks and online learning. Lanham: 
Lexington Books.
Bohman, J. (2008). The Transformation of the 
Public Sphere: Political Authority, Communi-
cative Freedom and Internet Publics. In J. van 
den Hoven, & J. Weckert (Eds.), Information 
Technology and Moral Philosophy (pp. 66–92). 
Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press.
boyd, d., & Hargittai, E. (2010). Facebook privacy 
settings: Who cares? First Monday, 15(8).
boyd, d., & Marwick, A. (2011). Social Privacy 
in Networked Publics: Teens’ Attitudes, Practices, 
and Strategies. Paper presented at the Oxford 
Internet Instutute’s A Decade in Internet Time: 
Symposium on the Dynamics of the Internet and 
Society. Retrieved from http://papers.ssrn.com/
sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=1925128
boyd, d., Hargattai, E., Schultz, J., & Palfrey, J. 
(2011). Why parents help their children lie to 
facebook about age: Unintended consequences 
of the ‘Children’s Online Privacy Act’. First 
Monday, 16(1).
Bryant, L. (2007). Emerging trends in social 
software for education. In Emerging technologies 
for learning (Vol. 2, pp. 9–18). Coventry: Becta.
Byron, T. (2008). Safer Children in a Digital 
World, The Report of the Byron Review.
207
The Ethical Dilemmas of Social Networking Sites in Classroom Contexts
Cheney, George, May, Steve, Munshi, Debash-
ish, & International Communication Association 
(Eds.). (2011). The handbook of communication 
ethics. New York: Routledge.
Drushel, Bruce, & German, Kathleen M. (Eds.). 
(2011). The ethics of emerging media: informa-
tion, social norms, and new media technology. 
New York: Continuum.
Eynon, R., & Malmberg, L.-E. (2011). A typology 
of young people’s Internet use: Implications for 
education. Computers & Education, 56, 585–595. 
doi:10.1016/j.compedu.2010.09.020
Haghi, A. K., & Luppicini, Rocci (Eds.). (2013). 
Education for a digital world: present realities 
and future possibilities. Toronto: Apple Academic 
Press.
Kligienė, S. N. (2012). Digital Footprints in the 
Context of Professional Ethics. Informatics in 
Education, 11(1), 65–79.
Maher, D. (2009). The importance of elementary 
school students’ social chat online: Reconceptu-
alising the curriculum. Computers & Education, 
53, 511–516. doi:10.1016/j.compedu.2009.03.009
McKee, H. A. (2009). The ethics of internet re-
search: a rhetorical, case- based process. New 
York. Oxford: Peter Lang.
Thiroux, J. P. (2009). Ethics: theory and practice 
(10th ed ed.). Upper Saddle River, N.J.: Prentice 
Hall.
Valk, A., Atticks, A., Binning, R., Manekin, E., 
Schiff, A., Shibata, R., & Townes, M. (2011). 
Engaging communities and classrooms: Lessons 
from the Fox Point oral history project. The Oral 
History Review, 38(1), 136–157. doi:10.1093/
ohr/ohr050
Wong, P. H. (2010). The Good Life in Intercultural 
Information Ethics: A New Agenda. International 
Review of Information Ethics, 13, 26–32.
Wright, David. A framework for the ethical impact 
assessment of information technology.
KEY TERMS AND DEFINITIONS
Buzz: A social networking, microblogging and 
messaging tool that was developed by Google and 
integrated into their web-based email program. It 
was superseded by Google Plus.
Cyberbullying: Cyberbullying has been de-
fined in a variety of ways. In this article the most 
general definition is used: the use of communi-
cation technologies for the intention of harming 
another person.
Dilemma: A dilemma is a problem offering 
two possibilities, neither of which is wholly accept-
able. Dilemma is used in this chapter in relation to 
questions of ethical practice in which the options 
available are not only difficult to discern but also 
are impracticable, or unpalatable.
Discourses: A way of thinking, acting and 
valuing a place in the world with reference to 
power relationships.
Ethics: A branch of philosophy dealing with 
values relating to human conduct, with respect 
to the rightness and wrongness of certain actions 
and motivations.
Friended: The process of adding people to 
one’s list of friends on a social network.
Neoliberalist: A set of economic policies and 
practices that promote free trade and privatization 
and have become widespread in the past 30 years.
Other: A way of defining people who are 
considered different to the self.
SNS: Social Network Sites (SNS) are web-
based services that allow individuals to construct 
profiles and see the profiles of others.
Virtues: A set of ethical principles that 
emphasize the role of one’s character and the 
embodiment of that character for determining or 
evaluating ethical behavior.
